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sensory end and motor begin ? • In such a case the organ in
action, however its parts may be anatomically distinct, is really
a compound organ—as much and as little sensory as motor.

The inadequacy of the bare division into sensory and motor is
strikingly obvious in Prof. Ferrier's treatment of the " muscular
sense"—a term now struggling for its existence. To take a
marked case : when, in the absence of the " sense of movement,"
the eye guides, directs and controls the movements, how is the
"control" actuated? Must we not assume some cortical con-
nexion between visual and motor centres? In that case, the
nervous organ is still sensori-motor, and it is arbitrary to limit
consciousness to the mere sensory. If, on the other hand, we
assume no intra-central connexion, we must regard the move-
ments guided by the eye as the action of two centres in pre-
established harmony. Here, as in many other cases, the
division into mere sensory and mere motor breaks down. A more
developed expression of the fact that I am trying to indicate was
given by the Editor of MIND (in reference to Mdnsterberg's doc-
trine of Muscular Sense, in No. 60, p. 527) in the following
words :—" But just as there never has been any hesitation in con-
necting some mode of presentative consciousness, under name of
'sensation,' with cortical excitation determined from the periphery,
. . . so, when from within (i.e., apart from direct 'sensory'
stimulus) a process is started which results in muscular inner-
vation at the periphery, it seems analogically justifiable to posit
an element of presentative consciousness in the case—over and
above anything in the way of representation not denied to be
necessarily implicated ".

Here the psychological view materially helps the physical.
The same sort of inference is suggested from the physical side in
the mere possibility of initiating by electrical stimulus any acquired
movement. But, in a short notice like the present, I must forbear
attempting to discuss the innumerable topics of psychological
interest suggested by Prol Ferrier's weighty lectures.

W. LESLIE MACKENZIE.

Pure Logic and other Minor Works. By W. STANLEY JEVONB,
M.A. (Lond.) LL.D. (Edin.), F.E.S. Edited by ROBEBT
ADAMBON, M.A., LL.D., Professor of Logic at Owens
College, Manchester and HABBIETT A. JEVONS, with a
Preface by Prof. ADAMSON. London: Macmillan & Co.,
1890. Pp. xxiii., 299.

The republication of Jevons's minor works on Logic will be
welcome to the student : they occupy about two thirds of this
volume. The remaining hundred pages contain the criticisms of
Mill's Logic and Ethics that appeared in the Contemporary
Review in 1877-8-9; and it is with these that the Editor's
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Preface is chiefly concerned. The four papers published in the
Contemporary were, the Preface tells us, but a trifling instalment
of a great projected work on Mill's incoherences in all depart-
ments of pnilosophy. The labour bestowed upon this under-
taking occupied a large part of the last ten or twelve years of
his life, and resulted in the compilation of a " large mass of MS.
material," little or nothing of which is in a fit state for publica-
tion. It is impossible not to regret for our own sakes that such
an ingenious mind should have been so unprofitably employed
all those years. But for Jevons it was certainly a labour of love,
in prosecuting which he passed a happy time ; his zeal and enthu-
siasm in the service being incessantly fed and inflamed anew by
fresh imagined discoveries of contradiction and of well-meant
ineptitude in the works of an author who was in fact our
greatest public teacher since Bentham.

Prof. Adamson endeavours to explain Jevons's opposition to
Mill as arising from a fundamental difference of opinion as to the
character and scope of proof and certain knowledge. According
to Jevons, proof and certainty were attainable only within the pure
Logic of Quality, whereas he understood Mill to ascribe certainty
to the results of inductive and material proof. Whatever the
merits of this explanation of Jevons's mental attitude, it is but
a poor defence of it, since it amounts to saying that Jevons
began with a complete misconception of his opponent's position.
But, considered merely as an explanation, it has the shortcoming
of not agreeing with Jevons's own statement in his first Contem-
porary article, that he had at length been roused to action by
a sense of the great public injury done to " the cause of
philosophy and good intellectual training in England " by the
general study of Mill's sophistical, false and illogical writings.
This implies something more than a difference of opinion upon
the value of Formal Logic,

Indeed Prof. Adamson's account of the great mass of MS.
material for the complete criticism of Mill suggests a very
different ground of dissent. Jevons's purpose was, he tells us
to begin with Mill's Essay on Religion, and then to take up
successively his views on Free Will and Necessity, Utilitarian
Ethics, Inseparable Association and Logical Theory; and this
order goes to confirm in my mind a belief long entertained upon
evidence difficult to put into definite statements, that a distaste
for Mill's attitude toward religion was at the bottom of Jevons's
whole polemic. At the time these articles appeared in the
Contemporary indeed, we cannot help remembering that other
explanations of the matter—of a personal kind—were freely
mooted. But such unlovely explanations are incompatible
with the manner and style of these writings. The sincerity of
Jevons's belief in the penetrating and destructive character of his
own criticisms and his innocent delight in the play of his own.
vivacity, make it incredible that he worked under the stress of
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any dark motive. Besides, meanly as he may think of Mill's
intellect, he never doubts his integrity of character, but is
always emphatic in attributing to him the utmost sincerity,
candour and high-feeling. In this he is worth imitating. ' Alas,
poor Mill,' he seems to say, ' such a good man and such a bad
philosopher 1' No : it is enough to say that he regarded him-
self partly as a scientific investigator who, in detecting Mill's
" essential illogicality," had made a discovery hitherto hidden
from the whole world; and partly as a chivalrous philanthropist
rescuing mankind from oppression, a sort of Mr. Great-Heart
heading the procession of our youths and virgins at the univer-
sities and marching to the demolition of Giant Despair and
Doubting Castle.

In default of any considerable materials in publishable shape
to be found amongst the posthumous MSS., Prof. Adamson
gives us an outline of what he believes to have been the author's
principal arguments and results. In these generalities there is
not the slightest originality. If the work was to have had any
value it must have lain in the details of execution; and if these
may be judged of by the samples before us in the four published
articles, it would be dishonest to express regret at the world's
being the poorer by one big book unwritten.

When the four articles originally appeared, several replies
were published in this Eeview. In No. 9 (Jan., 1878) the Editor
offered some comments upon the treatment of Mill's doctrine of
Geometry (Contemporary, Dec., 1877), at the same time depre-
cating the tone of that article, and pointing out the unsatisfactory
nature of such criticism unsupported by any positive doctrine.
In No. 10 (April, 1878) there were three notes upon the same
subject. Mr. Arthur Strachey drew attention to a complete
misconception on Jevons's part as to the course of Mill's
argument upon the way in which imagination may supplement
sense-perception in extending our experiential knowledge of
space-relations. Jevons had mistaken for Mill's own opinion
a passago in which he was really stating the case of a supposed
objector.1 Then came a reply by Jevons to the Editor's note in
the Jan. No., followed by the Editor's rejoinder. In No. 11
Prof. Adamson took up Jevons's third paper on the Experimental
Methods which had appeared in the Contemporary for April 1878,
and completely exposed the critic's misunderstanding of Mill's
doctrine as to the relation of those Methods to the Iiaw of
Causation. To this exposure I am not aware that any reply
was ever offered.

1 Oddly enough Mr. Strachey himself, in correcting Jevons, makes
a precisely similar error. He says of Mill: " His theory being
that we see a property of straight lines to be true by merely fancying
ourselves to be looking at them, 4c." But this Mill gives as an
opponent's view. (Logic: bk. ii., c 5, § 5, first parag.).
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Meanwhile in the Contemporary for Jan., 1878, Jevons had
published an article on Mill's doctrine of Besemblance, which
seems never to have been noticed in MIND. The attack may
be summarised as follows:—(1) In discussing the Import of
Propositions {Logic, bk. i., c. 5), Mill mentions Besemblance as
the last of the relations which a proposition may predicate.
(2) In bk. UL, c. 24, he says that Besemblance (except as
equality) is seldom the subject of science, and that Locke's
doctrine of knowledge as only the perception of the agreement
or disagreement of two ideas, and of reasoning/as nothing but
the comparison of two ideas through the medium of a third,
requires to be limited to the case of Resemblances. (3) In bk.
iii., c. 8, however, it appeared that the Experimental Methods are
wholly concerned with Besemblance, as their very names
imply. (4) And in bk. ii., c. 3, it was shown that the universal
type of the reasoning process was resolvable into the inference
that certain individuals have a given attribute because other
similar ones have that attribute: a doctrine repeated in dis-
cussing Analogy (bk. iii., c. 20). Finally, he says tnat the names
of attributes are in their ultimate analyses names for the resem-
blances of our sensations (or other feelings) (bk. ii., c. 2, § 3
note), and yet holds that most propositions affirming the posses-
sion of attributes do- not properly speaking assert Besemblance.
What a delicious catena of contradictions! That ever their
author should pose as a philosopher I

Who bat mast weep if such a man then be ?
Who would not laugh if J. 8. M. were he ?

That in the passages above referred to Mill's language is always
sufficiently explicit or sufficiently guarded, I do not maintain ; nor
even that the hidden source of the alleged confusion, namely the
obscure delimitation of Logic and Psychology, is quite outside of
bis responsibility; but I venture to think that few intelligent
students were perplexed by the above difficulties, and that
Jevons's confusion is due to the characteristics of his own mind.
He has, in fact, confused three things: (1) Besemblance as the
ground of cognition, as in the doctrine that the names of
attributes are names for the resemblances of our sensations; (2)
Besemblance as the ground of inference, as in the explanation of
induction, deduction and analogical reasoning ; (3) Besemblance
as the relation predicated in a proposition, that is, as a result
of cognition or inference, or the ' subject of science'. The first
of these belongs to Psychology only; the second belongs to Psy-
chology if we are discussing the process of reasoning, to Logic
(or Metaphysics) if we are discussing the grounds of proof; the
third belongs strictly to Logic. Mill might have made these
distinctions clearer; but they were implied in his exposition.
We may all be said to have learnt them from him ; and not to
have perceived them argues on Jevons's part an unfortunate
defect of intellectual sympathy.
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It seems impossible to doubt that he had made a sincere
attempt to understand his author. That he failed to do so may,
perhaps, be attributed to his never having learnt to read—I
mean, of course, to read like a critic and to interpret. This
accomplishment was fortunately not much needed for the kind
of work in which he was most successful—his investigations in
Political Economy. But without it he should not have attempted
this difficult piece of criticism, to disentangle Mill's " intricate
sophistry," and to champion the human understanding against
the "incubus"* of his bad philosophy. How pathetically he
complains of having had to study Mill for twenty years, and to
lecture on him for fourteen years; how for ten years he had not
found him out, and so on (p. 202): but part of the pathos lies in
the fate of his pupils 1 To test his power of appreciating other
men's ideas, turn to the end of the essay on Mill's Utilitarianism,
•where he declares his preference for Mr. Spencer's doctrines, and
proceeds to tell us how he understands them.

This feeble power of interpretation becomes intelligible if we
suppose that he had never been much accustomed to study the
writings of the philosophers and metaphysicians, having perhaps
no strong taste for such reading. And this again would explain
how he seems to have supposed that imperfections of statement like
these to be found in Mill were peculiar to him, as if they were
not to be met with in an aggravated form in Locke and Kant
(to name no others); so that the charge of "illogicality" founded
upon such failures loses its terror in the comfort of such good
company. It would also explain the conspicuous shortcoming
of those criticisms—the absence of any definite philosophical
theory to which the exposure of sophistry should have served as
a foil. The critic had none; had never comprehensively reflected
upon the subject; had perhaps been better employed. He,
indeed, professes a general adhesion to the empirical philosophy;
but, except his approving references to Mr. Spencer, the only
further guide we have to the sort of philosophy he entertained is
that Mill's was always the wrong sort.

Every sensible man respects Jevons and wishes well to his
fame; and those who were most pained by these articles, by
their noise of crowing, and by their queer suggestion that the
critic not only thought Mill in error but was glad of it, would
have been well pleased to forget all about it. Why were they
not suffered to forget?

CABVBTH READ.

Principles of Economics. By ALFRED MABBHALL, Professor of
Political Economy in the University of Cambridge, &c.
Vol. I. London: Macmillan & Co., 1890. Pp. xxviii., 764.

Professor Marshall's comprehensive work, of which the first
volume is now published, is likely to be the standard treatise on
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